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Sir: 

This is in response to the Examiner's Answer dated April 1, 2008. 

In section 10 (Response to Argument section) of the Answer, the Examiner first addresses 
claims 1, 5-6, 8-13 and 18-20 by, in general, disagreeing with the Appellant's conclusion that 
none of the cited references, taken individually or in combination, teach or suggest "a pair of 
spectacles adapted to be worn on the face of a person, the pair of spectacles having a first lens 
and a second lens; and a projection unit." However, the Examiner does not address the 
Appellant's arguments in the Appeal Brief that support that conclusion. Appellant believes that 
the unaddressed arguments provide a clear distinction between the claimed invention and the 
cited art and therefore those arguments are included below. 

Appellant respectfully points out that "projection" is a phenomenon that is outward of 
something. (See definitions for projection in the Evidence Appendix of the Appeal Brief.) 
Further, "unit" is defined as a single undivided whole. (See definitions for unit in the Evidence 
Appendix of the Appeal Brief.) Thus, by definition, and in the context of the specification, a 
"Projection Unit" is a single device that projects/displays an image outside of itself (for example, 
on a wall (see page 3, line 26, of the specification)). None of the cited references, taken 
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individually or in combination, show or suggest a "Projection Unit." 

In Yasukawa, Schoolman, and Mann, any device worn by the user includes a physical 
display component for the user to see an image that is within the physical display component, 
which is contrary to a "Projection Unit." 

Further, in section 10 of the Answer, the Examiner makes a general statement about 
Yasukawa' s device being capable of displaying data from an information source. This suggests 
that Yasukawa' s device is application-independent. However, Yasukawa's invention is centered 
around "Computer Aided Engineering (CAE) and Design." Specific aspects of Yasukawa's 
invention that illustrate its application-dependent nature, are as follows: 

■ As indicated, for instance, in the summary section (column 3, line 49), of Yasukawa, there is a 
distinctive first, and second display area, both comprising of, and specific to, CAE drawings. 
The first area shows that a CAE drawing document is brought to the forefront, by a footswitch 
(4 of Fig. 1), from the second display area, which contains other CAE drawing documents. 
Modem day applications are non-linear, and a user may randomly choose to switch between 
different heterogeneous applications, with the help of a mouse/keyboard, which are independent 
of such applications. Yasukawa uses a footswitch, which cycles through homogenous CAE 
drawing documents in a specific order. A keyboard, or a mouse, differ in that they ai'e not 
functionally or structurally tied to enable the manipulation of CAE drawing documents for a 
specific application. 

■ Figs. 6 and 7 indicate that Yasukawa is waiting for a triggered input signal, to switch from one 
CAE drawing document (in the secondary display area) to another (to bring it to the first display 
area). 

In summary, Yasukawa's displaying of infomiation is structurally and functionally tied to 
a specific application, while the claimed invention includes a projection unit that is structurally 
and functionally application-independent. The remaining cited references (Schoolman, Preston, 
Hori, Kato, Mann and Barkan) do not overcome the deficiencies of Yasukawa. 

Thus, claims 1, 5-6, 8-13 and 18-20, and dependent claims 7, 14 and 17 and 4 are 
believed to be allowable over the cited references. 



-3- 



Regarding dependent claims 21 and 22, the Examiner, in section 10 of the Answer, states 
that "it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
leam the teaching of using the motion sensor for activating or inactivating the display device in 
the combination of Yasukawa, SchoohTian and Mann in view of Barkan since the operation to 
turn on/off the display device of the projection unit could be used automatically to achieve the 
predictable result of saving power for the system ." (Emphasis Added.) 

In general, the Examiner correctly points out that Barkan' s device achieves power saving by 
automatically turning "off a terminal when the terminal is stationary for a period of time 
(indicating that it is not in use), and automatically turning the terminal "on," when it is moved 
(indicating that it is going to be used). However, the inventions of claim 21 and 22 have nothing to 
do with saving power and therefore include elements that ai'e the opposite of what Barkan teaches. 
Specifically, claim 21 includes "the controller is adapted to provide a shutdown control signal to the 
receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be above a predetermined 
threshold," and claim 22 includes "the controller is adapted to provide a startup control signal to the 
receiver when motion detected by the motion sensor is found to be below a predetermined 
threshold." Thus, in addition to being allowable by virtue of their dependency from the allowable 
independent claims, claims 21 and 22 are also believed to be allowable for the above reasons. 

In view of the foregoing. Appellant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the 
Examiner and find all pending claims allowable. 
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